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ROUGH RICE MARKETING IN LOUISIANA
By
c. a. boonstra
INTRODUCTION
Problems involved in marketing rough rice, the second most important
farm crop in Louisiana, have not in recent years received the general
attention they merit. The specific objective of this bulletin is to clarify
the present situation in regard to the marketing and processing of rough
rice in Louisiana. It is hoped that, in further studies, attention can be
devoted to problems involved in rice milling and in clean rice distribution,
particularly with reference to price differentials paid by mills and the
location of areas of heavy consumption of Louisiana rice. Several at-
tempts at market improvement have been made by government, grower,
and processor agencies, and within a few years, new or revised schemes
will likely be added to those already injected into the market structure.
FIGURE 1. Rice Acreage Reported in Louisiana Parishes for 1939,
According to Census of Agriculture, 1940.
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In Louisiana, the principal area of rice production is in the southwest-
ern section of the state. In five parishes rice is the most important crop
grown, although in each of ten additional parishes of the state there are
1,000 or more acres in rice. The principal minor areas of production are
the Teche region just east of the broad southwestern prairies, and a sec-
tion along the Mississippi River between Baton Rouge and New Orleans
where rice is now restricted to a minor crop on sugar cane plantations.
INCREASING PRODUCTION OF RICE
Expanding acreage and rising average yields in the United States have
caused a steady increase in rice production from 24 million bushels in
1909 to 53 million bushels in 1940.^ Louisiana production rose from 13
million bushels in 1909 to an all-time peak of 25 million bushels in 1920,
but in recent years has ranged somewhat above 20 million bushels. In re-
cent years, Louisiana production has been decreasing in the minor pro-
ducing areas while remaining stationary or increasing toward the western
llillion
bushels
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Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture.
FIGURE 2. Production of Rough Rice in the United States Shown as a Cumulative
Total of Important Producing States, 1909 to 1941.
1 In Louisiana, rough rice quantities are measured in terms of a barrel of 162
pounds, while in other areas a bushel of 45 pounds is more commonly used. Rice in
Louisiana is generally stored in bags weighing from 180 to 200 pounds, while milled
rice is handled in bags, or "pockets," weighing 100 pounds. These various measures are
clumsy for statistical purposes, but efforts to simplify the terminology have met with
little success in Louisiana.
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TABLE 1. Rice Acreage Allotted by the Agricultural Adjustment Administration
IN Louisiana and Actual Planted Acres, by Parishes, 1938-194L
1938 1939 1940 1941
Parish
Allotted
acreage
Percentage
of
allotment
planted
Allotted
acreage
Percentage
of
allotment
planted
Allotted
acreage
Percentage
of
allotment
planted
Allotted
acreage
Percentage
of
allotment
planted
Acres Per cent Acres Per cent Acres Per cent Acres Per cent
99,516 123.6 99,718 104.7 99,528 103.1 98,223 113.5
Allen 11,817 110.0 13,089 113.2 13,089 123.4 12,920 149.1
Ascension 2,679 97.1 2,323
798
93.7 2,462 96.0 2,566 148.6
1,144
1.135
78.7 96.4 1,136 91.4 1,180 84.3
96.^ 845 85.9 922 93.9 600 107.7
36,744 206.8 51,583 127.2 56,666 120.7 57,268 153.3
Cameron 7,051
18,699
141.8 10,507 131.4 11,117 154.3 11,313 142.1
Evangeline 116.6 19,982 101.6 19,213 102.2 19,007 123.4
3,927 122.2 3,940 98.9 4,197 92.3 3,873 111.3
Iberville 2,035 103.2 1,707 125.0 1,639 103.4 1,498 99.8
Jefferson Davis. . .
Lafayette
78,822
5,576
123.4
132.7
86,346
5,982
119.0
102.4
88,700
5,955
116.2
97.9
89,429
5,956
126.9
111.5
Lafourche 520 76.9 430 74.4 438 89.0 400 93.0
Morehouse 66 100.0 66 84.8
Plaquemines 144 11.1 161 159.5
153 203.3 220 243.2 232 543.8
St- Charles * 560 82.0 434 212.9
St. James 4,972
997
96.5 4,512 94.1 4,771 97.9 4,684 127.0
St. John 100.3 905 98.
1
987 109.0 968 112.3
St. Landry 11,694 107.7 11,619 95.9 11,562 95.4 11,533 111.1
St. Martin 3,405
3,279
343
89,182
117.5 3,644 96.3 3,399 94.8 3,246 126.9
128.1 3,314 122.5 3,121 121.3 3,319 147.7
St. Tammany .... 29.2
118.9
89
89,993
62.9
113.1
142
89,326
111.3
107.4
124
89,397
141.7
136.2
W. Baton Rou.qe.
.
703 85.3 549 90.0 309 97.4 329 70.5
Total 384,240 128.6 412,654 112.6 419,109 110.7 418,780 129.8
*300 acres planted.
Source: Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The percentage of
allotment planted is taken from actual measurements of the A. A. A., and thus may be biased
slightly downward from total plantings given in other official sources.
part o£ the state, as is evident in the tabulation o£ Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration data shown in Table 1. The greatest recent in-
creases in production have occurred in Texas, where expanding acreage
has been accompanied by steadily rising average yields per acre. Average
yields in Texas have increased more than 15 bushels in the past 15 years,
from less than 40 bushels per acre to 55 or more. Louisiana average yields
have been fairly stable between 40 and 45 bushels per acre.
Table 2, assembled from annual estimates of rice crops prepared by the
Rice Millers' Association, shows the approximate distribution by varieties
of rice produced in Louisiana. By far the greatest proportion is Blue
Rose, which has contributed about 70 per cent of the total production
in recent years. This percentage has been declining because of a rapid
rise in the production of Rexoro, a long-grain variety which contributed
13 per cent of the Louisiana crop in 1939 and surpassed £arly Prolific in
total production. Other varieties, including Fortuna, Nira, Lady Wright,
TABLE 2. Production of Rice, by Varieties, in Louisiana, 1929-1940,
Percentage of total production
V ARIETY
1929 1930 1931 ±yo4: 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1940
Per Per Per Per Per Per Per Per Per Per Per Per
cent cent cent cent cent csnt cent cent cent
Blue Rose 77.1 73.5 73.7 77.2 84.3 81.4 74.7 74.6 74.7 71.9 70.8 72.3
Early Prolific . . 9.7 17.4 14.4 10.3 9.2
1.6
11.1
1.7
11.3
4.5
9.1
7.8
12.5
6.0
10.4
10.5
10.3
12.9
9.9
11.6
7.1 4.8 5.6 4.6 2.8 3.6 4.8 4.3 3.2 3.6 3.2 2.7
Nira 0.6 3.2 2.9 2.2 2.6 1.8 1.7
Lady Wright. . .
Edith
1.8
3.3
1.5
2.1
1.4
3.9
0.9
4.0
0.3
1.5
0.2
1.3
0.2
1.2
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.1
Japan 0.7 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.6
Other Varieties. 0.4 0.3 1.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1
Production
(1,000 bbls.)
.
5,366 5,421 4,762 4,478 4,274 4,252 4,449 5,327 5,957 5,568 5,992 j4,814
Source: Adapted from annual estimates of the Rice Millers' Association, New Orleans, Lou-
isiana.
Edith, and Japan, form only a very small part of the Louisiana crop. Va-
rieties grown in other producing states are the same as in Louisiana, but
with a much different distribution. In 1938 and 1939, only 31 per cent
of the Texas crop was Blue Rose, with Rexoro holding a position of
equal importance. In Arkansas, Early Prolific is unusually important and
25 •
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Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture.
FIGURE 3. Comparison of Rough Rice Yields in the Rice Producing
States, 1909 to 1941.
accounts for 37 per cent of the crop. California specializes in short-grain
rices and the principal portion of its crop is Japan, a variety of little im-
portance in the southern states.
This increased production of all rice and increased importance of long-
grain quality rices in the United States has resulted in an increasingly dif-
ficult problem in rice marketing. Domestic demand for rice is inelastic
—
that is, the quantity consumed per capita in the United States remains rel-
atively constant regardless of price fluctuations. Consequently, increased
supplies must be sold in the insular territories or in foreign markets,
where a profitable price is unlikely if there is competition from Asiatic
rice. Because of the present war and shipping shortage, export markets
for United States rice exist without competition from Asiatic rice and the
problem of a rice "surplus" has been temporarily eliminated. In some
future peace-time world, however, the growing United States production
will certainly face an export problem of dimensions heretofore not con-
templated. It is imperative that suitable production and marketing ad-
justment for the rice industry be considered before peace occurs and the
industry is bankrupted by a sudden change in demand and supply condi-
tions.
PRICE TRENDS FOR ROUGH RICE
There is no central market or generally accepted trade quotation on
the price of rough rice, since each sale is an individual bargain between
the producer and processor. The most representative price series avail-
able is the monthly state estimate computed by the Agricultural Market-
ing Service, which has the disadvantage of being an estimate based on all
grades and varieties of rough rice. Milled rice quotations are available
from brokers handling rice in the New Orleans and New York markets,
although again there is no uniform trading price except a general range
at which wholesale sales are being made.
Rough and Milled Rice
The price a farmer receives for rough rice is a direct reflection of
milled rice prices in the wholesale market. Rice milling in Louisiana
and Texas is highly competitive, and the price paid by a miller for rough
rice is determined by the price he receives for milled rice less processing
costs. Any unusual spread that appears between milled and rough rice
prices offers an immediate opportunity for mills with excess capacity to
profit by bidding higher on rough rice. 1 emporarily, of course, spreads
may increase when mills are holding large inventory stocks of rough rice
bought at lower prices, or may decrease when mills are bidding up rough
rice in expectation of higher milled rice prices in the near future. Fig-
ure 4 indicates that price spreads are greatest on a declining market or
when prices are high, since rice buying and milling on such a market
involves relatively greater risk. Spreads grow smaller on an advancing or
low market, when the risk involved in holding rice stocks is reduced.
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FIGURE 4. Wholesale Price of Milled Fancy Blue Rose Rice at New Orleans and
Price Received for Rough Rice by Louisiana Farmers, 1929 to 1941.
The relationship between prices can be emphasized by a comparison
of rough and milled rice prices converted to cents per pound. Since 1931
the average monthly spread between the price of milled Fancy Blue Rose
at New Orleans and the average farm price of rough rice in Louisiana has
varied from one cent in 1932 to 3.1 cents under the processing tax of
1935, and to 2.1 cents in recent years. There is a strong tendency for the
monthly spread to fluctuate around 1.5 cents a pound when the milled
rice wholesale price is 3 cents a pound, narrowing whenever milled rice
is lower than 3 cents and increasing when milled rice rises above this
level.
Farmers thus receive a price per pound of rough rice averaging about
50 per cent of the wholesale price of fancy milled rice per pound.
Roughly, about 62 per cent of the weight of rough rice is converted to
milled rice, with the remaining 38 per cent going into by-products, hulls,
and invisible loss. On this basis, farmers receive about 2.42 cents of the
value of wholesale milled rice sold at 3 cents per pound, or 81 per cent of
the wholesale price. The remainder, .58 cents per pound of milled rice
plus the value of by-products, accrues to the mills as a processing and
selling margin.
Long^Run Price Factors
Aside from current fluctuations in price resulting from incomplete
knowledge of demand and supply conditions, there are three broad fac-
tors which determine the general trend of rice prices. Probably most
8
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Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture,
FIGURE 5. Comparison of Prices Received by Farmers for Rice and Wheat in the
United States, 1909 to 1941.
important over a period of five or more years is the movement in the
general level of all prices in the United States—in other words, pro-
nounced fluctuations in the purchasing power of money are responsible
for the major long-run price movements. Second in importance in the
long run, although of primary importance during a short period, is the
supply of rice. Demand is inelastic in the United States, and price must
drop very low in order to encourage a relatively small increase in do-
mestic consumption. Finally, a major factor at any time is the supply of
American rice that must be sold in an export market in competition with
Asiatic rice. In normal times, United States rice must be priced very low
to sell in foreign markets since Asiatic rice, if available, sells at a low
price in the same markets. However, the export market may be a price-
raising factor if Asiatic rice is not available to foreign consumers who
insist on rice supplies because of long-established dietary habits.
These three factors are the principal influences explaining any marked
trends or changes in price over a period of a year or more, and should
govern policies of individuals or of government agencies when long-
range programs affecting acreage or production are considered. The
purchasing power of money alone is a dominant influence. The chart
comparing rice and wheat prices indicates clearly that major fluctuations
in rice prices are closely associated with major fluctuations for other im-
portant farm product prices. To a farmer engaged in the rice business,
9
however, long-run or generalized factors are not of immediate concern in
marketing problems, since daily price problems are largely a matter of
seasonal price fluctuations and price differentials between varieties and
grades.
Prices by Varieties
At times the wholesale price range between the different varieties of
rice grown in the southern states may be more than one dollar per 100
pounds of extra fancy milled rice. Blue Rose and Early Prolific prices
are the basis of the price structure and define the general price trend,
with Early Prolific generally about 20 to 30 cents under Blue Rose in the
wholesale market. The prices of long-grain rices such as Rexoro do not
bear a constant relationship to Blue Rose prices, since they appeal to
limited quality markets or to foreign markets with somewhat rigidly in-
elastic demand. When rice prices are low or declining, the long-grain
quality rices may be sold at substantially higher levels, as in the 1937-1939
period. Rough rice prices tend to reflect these milled rice differentials be-
tween varieties, although the milling outturns are often lower for long-
grain rice, and consequently the relationship is not directly proportional.
The selection of varieties by any farmer is a matter of harvest require-
ments and yield adaptabilities on his farm as well as of price considera-
tions when selling rice. In general, however, it appears that a farmer
can obtain maximum total profits by growing high-quality long-grain rice
such as Rexoro and Nira when rice prices are low, while when prices are
high, he will do well to devote his acreage to the production of the high-
est-yielding varieties adapted to his farm. Another factor which must be
considered is market preference, which changes when certain markets de-
crease or increase in importance. For example, the recent increased im-
portance of the -Cuban market should encourage farmers to grow more
Rexoro, the rice preferred in that market.
Cents per lb.
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Source: Annual Market Summaries of Southern Rice, Agricultural Marketing Service.
FIGURE 6. Average Price per Pound of Extra Fancy Milled Rice at New Orleans,
BY Varieties, 1935 to 1941.
10
TABLE 3. Average Price per Pound of Extra Fancy Milled Rice
AT New Orleans, by Varieties, 1935 to 1941.
Year and variety Aug. Sept. Oct ov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar
.
Apr. June luly Annual
average
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents
1935-36:
4.21 4.22 4.50 4.78 4.90 4.18 3.87 3.98 4.44 4.55 4.57 4.52 4.39
4.09 4 . 04 4 . 14r 'i . 'iO 4 71 3.98 3. 70 3 got 4.23t 4.36t 4.32t 4.25 4. 17
5.00 D . D4 c; ciQ 5 91 5 88 4. 76 4.49 4.45 4.63 4.63 4.58 4.50 5.09
5. 45 O . AO 5 26 6 56 6.62 5.62 5.41 5.32 5.52 5.46 5.45 5.27 5.85
AverAGE 1. . . 5.19 5.04 5.12 5 45 5 53 4 .64 4.37 4.39 4. 70 4.75 4.73 4.64 4.88
1936-37:
4.65 4.41 3.77 3.63 3.61 3.97 4.22 4.26 4. 26 4. 16 3.85 3 . 86 4.05
Early Prolific 4.48 4.18 3.60 3.43 3.34 3.62 3.86 3.83 3.78t 3.70t 3.49t 3.50 3.73
A K/l4 . 4 . Uo 3 80 3 72 4.06 4.41 4.40 4.38 4.22 3.99 3.94 4. 17
5. 17 A QQ /I /II4 . 4i All1 . 1.1. 3 99 4 36 4.61 4.60 4.55 4.44 4.22 4.40 4.48
4 . 72 4 . oZ /I /IQ4 . 4o 4 16 4 25 4 61 4.86 4. 78 4.72 4.60 4.20 4.31 4.54
Average^. . . 4.72 4.58 A (\P.1 . UO 3 83 3 78 4. 12 4.39 4.37 4.34 4.22 3.95 4.00 4. 19
1937-38:
Blue Rose 3.56 3.49 3.21 3.32 3. 12 3. 19 3.05 2.87 2.76 2.66 2.82 2.87 3.08
Early Prolific 3.40 3.14 2.84 2.97 2.85 2.90 2.79 2.70 2.60 2.48 2.70 2.71 2.84
3 . 96 A HA4 . UD A 8R4 . OO 4 95 4 92 4.90 4.90 4.92 4.92 4.92 4.92 4.68
4. 24 A QQ4.00 A Ac:4 . DO 5 26 5 30 5.32 5.41 5.38 5.37 5.36 5.42 5.45 5. 13
A Qc:4.00 4 . oO A fiR4 . Do 5 20 5 26 5.34 5.40 5.35 5.37 5.34 5.38 5.44 5. 12
AVERAGEl.
_
3.90 3 .85 3.89 A . OO 4 30 4 33 4.31 4 24 4.20 4. 15 4.25 4.28 4 17
1938-39:
3.05 2.90 2.73 2.82 2.85 2.96 3.00 2.94 2.92 2.95 2.92 2.90 2.91
Early Prolific 2.85 2.72 2.58 2.66 2.69 2.76 2.77 2.78 2.73 2.70 2.66 2.66 2.71
4 . 80 A KA4. t3D O .0/ O . D4: 3 65 3 80 3 79 3.69 3.59 3.50 3.46 3.44 3.82
o.oo o . uy 4 . OD 4 01 4 02 4 05 4.05 3.99 3.88 3.85 3.79 3.78 4. 19
O . oo /t QQ4 . oy 'i . OO 4 00 4 02 4.05 4.05 4.00 3 .88 3.85 3.79 3.78 4. 17
Average 1. . . 4.29 4.03 0.0/ Q A^o . 4o 3 45 3 52 3.53 3.48 3.40 3.37 3.32 3.31 3.56
1939-40:
2.86 4.19 3.58 3.45 3.38 3.36 3.10 2.93 2.93 3. 16 3.23 3.45 3.30
Early Prolific 2.67 3.73 3.48 3.30 3.12 3.02 2.92 2.82 2.81 2.94 3.02 3.14 3.08
3. 24 A Qc;4 . oO ft . ID 3 79 3 61 3 58 3.45 3.36 3.41 3.51 3.54 3.57 3.63
O . DO 'i . OO 4 32 3 91 3 65 3.69 3.52 3.51 3.56 3.77 3.83 3.94 3.85
3 . 66 4 . 83 4 . o4 Q QA 3 69 3 70 3 59 3 56 3.58 3.72 3.76 3.88 3.85
Average 1. . . 3.22 4.39 3.98 3.68 3.49 3.47 3.32 3.24 3.26 3.42 3.48 3.60 3.54
1940-41: *
Blue Rose 3.52 3.20 3.04 3.22 3.32 3.71 3.97 4.22 4.74 4.81 4.78 4.62 3.93
Early Prolific 3.21 2.75 2.72 2.94 3.08 3.44 3.80 4.01 4.47 4.50 4.52 4.42 3.66
3.97 3.71 3.67 3.91 4.22 5.02 5.55 5.72 6.58 6.76 6.76 6.66 5.21
3.91 3.68 3.68 3.97 4.24 5.06 5.55 5.72 6.58 6.76 6.76 6.66 5.21
Averagei. . 3.65 3.34 3.28 3.51 3.72 4.31 4.72 4.92 5.59 5.71 5.70 5.59 4.50
1 Simple average of monthly prices. fNominal. *Because of reduced production, Fortuna was not
reported in this year.
Source: Annual Market Summaries of Southern Rice, Agricultural Marketing Service.
u
Prices by Grades
Price differentials between grades of rough rice are difficult to analyze
because of the absence of sufficient representative data. Except for a brief
and unsatisfactory experience with compulsory grading in 1934, rough
rice grades have never come into general use in the marketing structure.
The only objective data on premiums and discounts for rice quality are
furnished by the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association, which
has followed a practice of obtaining grade certificates on lots of rice sold
for its members. When sales are made, the grades and prices are circu-
lated among members in the cooperative's weekly market report.
Analysis of American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association price
data during most months and years is difficult because of constant fluctu-
ations in the market, with insufficient sales at any given price level to
permit adequate analysis. In selected periods of stable market situations
since 1930, however, analysis indicated that premiums and discounts for
varying qualities of rough rice usually range up to 10 per cent either
way from the average price paid for rice. During 1938, for example,
' high prices were uniformly associated with high grades of rice (Table 4)
.
Although most rice sells within a 50-cent price range, pronounced quality
differentials were accompanied by corresponding extremes in premiums
and discounts.
Similar conclusions are indicated by tabulations of data when Blue Rose
rice was sold in large quantities on a stable market during a one-month
period (Table 5) . Rice bringing the lowest prices had the lowest aver-
age milling yield estimates, lowest quality, and lowest grading character-
TABLE 4. Relation of Grading Factors to Prices for Lots of Rice Sold by the
American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association, 1938.
No.
sales
in
Av. No.
bags
in lot
Average
U. S.
grade
Average Percentages of Average
Estimated
Milling
Yield
Price
Moist- Red
rice
Total
dam-
aged
kernels
Chalky
kernels
group ure
Head Total
Early Prolific:
$1.51 - 1.75
No.
18
No.
1,427
Grade
1.5
Per cent
13.5
Per cent
1.7
Per cent
16.9
Per cent
6.1
Lbs.
84
Lbs.
108
1.76 - 2.00 82 1,113 1.4 13 4 1.6
- 18.7 4.5 86 109
2.01 - 2.25 118 1,287 1.2 13 0 0.6 10.3 5.4 88 110
2.26 - 2.50 3 1,258 1.3 13 3 2.0 14.0 4.9 91 110
Average 221 1,234 1.3 13 2 1.1 14.0 5.2 87 110
Blue Rose:
$2.01 - 2.25 52 821 1.7 13 2 3.4 22.6 5.1 93 112
2.26 - 2.50
2.51 - 2.75
185
17
1,274
1,957
1.4
1.4
12
13
9
3
2.3
1.7
14.9
14.2
5.1
5.0
94
95
113
114
2.76 - 3.00 3 2,243 1.0 13 5 1.0 8.3 2.4 99 114
Average. ...... 257 1,278 1.4 13 0 2.5 16.3 5.2 94 113
Source: Weekly market releases of the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association.
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TABLE 5. Relation of Grading Factors to Prices Received for Blue Rose Rice Sold
BY American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association in February, 1935.
Average percentage of Average
No. sales EstimatedAverage
Price in U. S. Total Milling Yield
Red rice Moisturegroup grade damaged
kernels Head Total
Number Grade Per cent Per cent Per cent Lbs. Lbs.
$2.51-2.55 2 3 5 5 3 12 2 31.5 86 108
2 . 56 - 2 . 60 2 3 5 2 0 13 6 69.5 88 110
2 . 61 - 2 . 65 2 5 0 I 3 12 6 14.5 85 109
2 . 66 - 2 . 70 7 2 7 4 0 14 1 46.7 88 111
2.71-2.75 6 3 8 5 6 12 9 28.2 90 112
5 2 8 1 2 13 8 31.2 90 111
12 3 1 3 5 13 5 34.6 90 111
z . Ob - z . 90 17 2 8 1 8 13 2 34.2 90 111
9 2 4 9 1 13 5 37.1 90 111
O rv/? o r\f\ 15 1 7 4 4 13 7 24.3 92 111
o r\-t o /Mr
o . 01 - d . 05 32 2 1 5 8 13 5 29.3 92 112
34 1 9 7 2 13 4 22.6 92 112
41 1 6 6 5 13 3 19.3 93 112
3.16-3.20 30 1 7 5 3 13 6 20.8 94 112
3.21 - 3.25 28 1 6 5 0 13 3 16.8 96 113
3.26 - 3.30 37 1 3 2 5 13 3 15.7 96 113
3.31 - 3 35 33 1 2 2 1 13 1 14.6 96 113
3.36-3.40 12 1 2 1 2 13 1 16.1 98 114
3.41 - 3.45 12 1 0 1 2 13 4 15.4 97 114
3.46 - 3.50 4 1 2 2 8 13 4 12.8 99 114
Average of all . .
.
340 1 8 8.3 13 4 22.5 94 112
Source: Weekly market releases of the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association.
istics for moisture, red rice, and damaged kernels. Evidently the mills
pay the farmers premiums for better rice, and a farmer producing poor
or damaged rice is penalized as much as 10 per cent when selling his rice.
It is likely that farmers in general tend to receive such premiums and dis-
counts for rice, although they may not be as marked as the cooperative
data indicate, since most Louisiana rice is sold without a grade certifi-
cate and consequently quality differentials may be more frequently dis-
regarded.
Seasonal Variation
The average seasonal variation of Louisiana rice prices at the farm
for the years between 1930 and 1939 is shown on the accompanying
chart (Figure 7) . During these years, prices have generally been lowest
immediately preceding the new crop movement in September, and have
usually been highest in November when the mills are most active in buy-
ing. Price normally declines in December because the mills have filled
their storage space and exhausted their cash resources, while the market
is also less active because of the holiday season. After a price recovery
in January, prices do not show any significant pattern of movement dur-
ing the remainder of the season, for movement is then dependeilt more
on long-run factors than on seasonal influences.
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The usual pattern of seasonal price movement is subject to drastic
shifts ^vhen changes in demand and in the general price level o^•ercome
the influence of forces rising from supply and from mill buying policy.
Figure 8 sho^ss the pattern of price movements for each crop year be-
tween 1921 and 1939, expressed as a percentage of the October price. In
no single veai' did the pattern of seasonal movement conform directly to
the average seasonal index previously illustrated, since changes in de-
mand or in the general price level almost invariably had a significant in-
fluence. Nevertheless, there is still a strong tendency for prices to rise in
November, with the average advances being greater than the occasional
declines.
In 13 of the 19 vears shown, a farmer would have received in Novem-
ber as high or higher prices as if he had sold in October, but in 1 1 years
prices would have been lower in December than in October. During the
past 20 vears a farmer ^vho stored rice each year would have sold at a
higher average price than a farmer selling each year in October. General
conclusions from these data are that October and December are the w^eak-
Index*
* Monthly average for the year equals 100.
FIGURE 7. Index of Aveil\ge Seasonal Variation for Rough Rice Prices
IN Louisiana, 1930-1939.
est price periods during the active marketing year, and that November is
usuallv a favorable month in Avhich to sell. As a general rule, prices are
as favorable in November as can be expected at any time during the
\ear. Active buying in this month, after supplies are known and mills
must meet their selling and storage requirements, forces prices up in
order to induce farmers to sell immediately and forego speculation.
Favorable years for rice storage past November are those when the
general price level is rising, or when a change in demand is forcing a
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TABLE 6. Prices Received by Louisiana Farmers for Rice Expressed as a
Percentage of October Price, 1920-4L
Year Oct. Nov. Dec. .Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept.
1920-21 100 0 100 0 78 1 63 3 61 7 64 0 59 4 65 5 61 0 58 6 75 0 76.6
1921-22 100 0 90 7 90 7 114 4 99 9 111 3 93 8 89 7 102 1 111 3 108 2 83.5
1922-23 100 0 128 6 115 5 115 5 110 7 129 8 130 9 104 8 128 6 144 0 122 6 128.6
1923-24 100 0 96 4 95 5 99 1 100 0 97 3 100 9 117 1 121 6 123 4 118 9 116.2
1924-25 100 0 102 3 110 2 112 5 110 2 108 5 107 8 110 9 116 4 117 2 114 1 111.7
1925-26 100 0 105 5 106 2 106 9 104 2 99 3 90 9 95 1 97 9 101 4 80 6 81.9
1926-27 100 0 99 1 98 2 99 1 96 4 97 3 93 7 92 9 91 1 92 9 80 4 81.2
1927-28 100 0 96 8 97 9 98 9 94 7 95 7 97 8 102 1 104 3 98 9 97 8 97.8
1928-29 100 0 103 3 104 4 107 7 105 5 105 5 106 6 102 2 103 3 103 3 109 9 108.8
1929-30 100 0 101 0 100 0 102 0 109 2 105 1 109 2 108 2 106 1 101 0 89 8 80.6
1930-31 100 0 98 7 94 8 97 4 101 3 98 7 100 0 96 1 96 1 94 8 72 7 61.0
1931-32 100 0 127 7 125 5 119 1 112 8 110 6 104 2 104 2 102 1 97 9 100 0 100.0
1932-33 100 0 97 6 97 6 90 5 85 7 95 2 111 9 133 3 142 8 145 2 154 7 178.6
1933-34 100 0 102 6 96 2 99 9 101 3 102 5 103 4 99 9 98 7 96 2 101 3 99.9
1934-35 100 0 102 4 93 9 92 7 98 8 102 4 103 6 104 8 108 4 106 0 89 2 66.3
1935-36 100 0 107 7 113 8 127 7 130 8 127 7 129 2 136 9 136 9 138 5 139 9 152.3
100 0 96 6 94 3 105 7 111 5 112 6 114 9 109 2 102 3 97 7 87 4
1937-38 100 0 103 8 85 0 90 0 82 5 78 8 71 2 72 5 78 8 80 0 80 0 75.0
1938-39 100 0 106 2 100 0 101 5 106 2 100 0 98 5 98 5 98 5 96 9 89 2 136.9
1939 40 100 0 102 6 97 4 98 7 90 8 85 5 85 5 98 7 98 7 103 9 103 9 78.9
1940-41 100 0 123 1 123 1 147 7 163 1 161 5 192 3 192 3 186 2 180 0 163 1 133.8
1941-42 100 0 133 3 155 2
Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture.
rise in prices. Unfavorable years for further storage are those when the
general price level is declining, or when foreign demand prospects are
poor. Since it is difficult to forecast these forces, prolonged storage of rice
is normally a speculative operation.
It is an interesting fact that both November and January, months when
prices are relatively high, are also months of relatively high rough rice
sales. In December, when prices are weak, sales are relatively low. This
indicates the great importance of the buying policies of the mills. After a
period of large rough rice sales, prices are likely to decline since the mills
are not interested in buying until they liquidate some of their current
holdings and restore their financial and physical capacity to increase their
rough rice purchases.
STORAGE FACILITIES FOR RICE
About half of the rice crop in the states of Louisiana, Texas and Ar-
kansas is sold by farmers during the months of harvest, August through
November. The balance of the crop is stored until a later date, usually in
large public rice warehouses located at milling centers and towns within
the rice producing areas. In addition, rice sold directly from the field
frequently is handled through warehouses for assembly, weighing, and
grading. Public storage facilities are therefore important institutions in
rough rice marketing, and have a significant influence on marketing
problems confronting rice farmers in Louisiana.
15
% of October
50 .
40 I ' '
Oct. Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Llay .June July
Aug Sep
Source : Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture.
FIGURE 8. Price Received by Louisiana Farmers for Rough Rice Expressed as a
Percentage of October Price, 1920 to 1939.
As illustrated in Figure 9, southern mills received an average of 56 per
cent of their annual rough rice supplies between August and November
in the years from 1955 through 1938, when crop movement was not un-
duly disturbed by unusual incidents. The peak movement was in Octo-
ber, with an average of 24.4 per cent of annual receipts.
Number and Capacity of Rice Warehouses
Most of the public warehouses storing rice for Louisiana farmers are
under state bond, except for a few federal bonded warehouses operated
by milling interests. According to a survey made by the Louisiana Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, there were 100 state and federal bonded
rice warehouses within the southwest Louisiana rice area during the crop
16
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Source: Agricultural Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture.
FIGURE 9. Average Monthly Distribution of Rough Rice Receipts at Mills in
Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Tennessee, 1935 through 1938.
year 1940-41.2 Of these 100 warehouses, 27 (including all federal bonded
warehouses) were operated in connection with rice mills or were under
the direct control of rice milling interests, leaving 73 state bonded ware-
houses that made a business of storing farmers' rice.
The capacities of public rice warehouses ranged all the way from 6,000
bags to more than 100,000 bags, with 57 warehouses having between 20,-
000 and 60,000 bags.^ The largest warehouses with capacities of more
than 60,000 bags were generally operated by mills or irrigation compan-
ies. Independent public storage available to farmers averaged near 30,000
bags per warehouse.
Total bonded rice warehouse capacity in southwestern Louisiana in
1940-41, including both mill and farmer storage, was approximately 4i
million bags, as compared to an annual Louisiana rice crop approaching
six million bags of rough rice. Since an appreciable quantity of early
variety rice is milled before the late varieties are harvested and stored,
rice storage capacity in Louisiana is therefore ample to move the rice
crop, although the condition of many warehouses is so poor as to war-
rant their replacement with new facilities.
Control of Warehouses
Of the total bonded warehouse capacity, about 50 per cent was con-
trolled by independent warehouse operators, about 40 per cent by rice
2 The number of warehouses given here does not agree with the number of bonds
listed with the state and federal warehouse authorities or with actual number of
buildings storing rice, since some bonded warehouses were inactive and others had
added new warehouse space.
3 Large bags each containing slightly more than four 45-pound bushels of rice.
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mills, and the remaining 10 per cent by irrigation companies. A large
portion of the rice mill capacity is utilized in the early part of the season
in storing rice owned by farmers. When the farmer sells his rice, the mills
waive accumulated storage and insurance charges on the rice.
'Operators of the rice warehouses which are independent of rice mills
and irrigation companies seldom confine their business strictly to ware-
housing. About 50 per cent of the independent storage was operated by
rice farmers or by local store operators, who through land ownership or
credit advances, controlled the rice which entered storage at their ware-
houses. As a result, only about 20 per cent of the total public rough rice
storage space available in the southwest Louisiana rice area can be con-
*sidered as completely independent of large enterprises engaged in other
phases of the rice industry.
Because of these conditions, any consideration of rice storage costs and
charges in Louisiana must reckon not with the situation as one controlled
by the costs of furnishing storage facilities, but with the interrelated
structure of the enterprises controlling storage facilities, and the purposes
and nature of such control.
Location of Warehouses
Crowley, the chief milling center, is the principal rough rice storage
point in Louisiana, with about 825,000 bags capacity, or almost a fifth of
the bonded warehouse capacity of the rice area in 1940-41. Most of this
capacity is furnished by rice mills, with slightly less than 200,000 bags
available at warehouses independent of mills, irrigation companies, or
banks. Kaplan is second in storage capacity, with space for 520,000 bags,
of which about two-thirds is furnished by mills.
Other storage points, in order of their importance, are Gueydan, Lake
Charles, Eunice, Rayne, Welsh, Jennings, Abbeville, Elton, Iota, and
Mermentau. Each of these centers had warehouse capacity for more than
100,000 bags of rough rice in 1940-41.
Storage capacity independent of rice mills or irrigation companies was
greatest at Eunice, followed by Crowley, Welsh, Kaplan, and Elton. Bid-
ding for rough rice stocks is most active at these points, since the mills
must deal with each farmer and lack the control over bidding they have
in their own or associated warehouses.
Charges for Rice Storage
Rates charged farmers for rough rice storage varied greatly in 1940-41,
and facilities available at similar rates also varied considerably. This sit-
uation was the result of several factors: (1) the influence of custom in
maintaining rates generally accepted in the community, (2) forcing down
of rates by new warehouse operators attempting to attract business, (3)
the practice of warehouse operators in making credit advances so that
credit, not storage charges, determines the selection of storage facilities,
and (4) the effect of mill policy in waiving storage charges for rice in
mill-controlled warehouses. In addition, miscellaneous services such as
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assembling rice sold at threshing, turning and restacking to dry rice, and
quantity discounts accounted for price variability. Usually insurance was
carried separately by the growers, but 28 out of 79 warehouses included
insurance in their storage charges.
TABLE 7. Rates Charged for Storage in 79 Public Bonded Rice Warehouses
IN Southwest Louisiana, 1940-41, per Large Bag.
Rates Charged by Months Rate
forNumber warehouses
First Second Third Fourth Fifth Season
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents
VV ILllL/UL lllOUll clli\-^ \%jxj
10 10
7 5 3 15
10 8 4 3
15
3 6 4 2 12
2 8 5 3 16
2 8 4 12
2 7 5 3 2
17
1 10 3 2 15
1 8 2 2 12
I 10 2 2 1 15
I 8 2 10
1 14 14
1 8 8
AVitVi inciiranrp (9Pi)
g 7 5 3 15
3 8 D 3 2 2 20
2 8 6 3 2 1 20
101/2
8 .
31/2 21/2 I6V2
6 4 2 20
8 6 4 2 2 22
8 4 3 2 1 18
8 5 3 16
8 4 2 14
15 15
7 4 3 14
6 4 2 12
5 4 3 12
1 6 6 12
10 10
5 5 , 10
The most common charge made by bonded warehouses in Louisiana
during 1940-41 was 7 cents per bag the first month, 5 cents the second,
and 3 cents the third month or fraction thereof, with 15 cents a bag being
the maximum charge for the season. Twenty out of 79 warehouses
studied made this charge, eight of them including insurance in this stor-
age fee. Next in general use was a flat rate of 10 cents, without insurance,
although this rate was confined largely to a number of warehouses in one
locality.
Both flat rates ranging between 8 and 14 cents for season storage and
progressive monthly combinations reaching up to 22 cents and extending
over periods up to five months were found in the rice belt. The highest
rate charged by any public warehouse in the producing area was 8-6-4-2-2
cents including insurance, which adds up to a seasonal total of 22 cents a
bag for storage of five months or longer. The lowest rate in the area with
insurance was 5-5 cents, or a total of 10 cents for the season. Without in-
surance, the highest rate charged a grower was 7-5-3-2 cents, or a total of
17 cents for the season. The lowest rate without insurance was a flat 8
cents, but this was established because of an unusual fire hazard and con-
sequent high insurance costs.
During 1940-41, the lowest charges for public rice storage in the rice
belt were established at Crowley, with a prevailing rate of 5-4-3 cents,
including insurance, accumulating to a 12 cent maximum charge for the
season. Competition among warehouse operators for storage at Crowley
was very bitter, since there were large independent warehouses as well as
extensive mill facilities available to farmers. Highest rates were charged
in Vermilion Parish, with the town of Gueydan being the most expensive
rice storage point in southwest Louisiana. However, the existence of high
rates did not mean that most farmers paid high charges in this latter area.
Practically all of the rice space at Gueydan and throughout Vermilion
Parish was controlled by mills and irrigation companies and storage pay-
ments were seldom made by farmers.
TABLE 8. Usual Storage Rates at Most Important Rice Storage Centers
IN Southwest Louisiana, 1940-41.
Parish and Town
Number
warehouses*
operating
Most Common Storage Rates
By Months For Season
Number Cents Cents
St. Landry:
6 10 10
Acadia
:
10 5-4-3t 12t
7 7-5-3t 15t
Iota 4 10 10
3 8-4-3 15
Vermilion:
5 8-6-4-2t 20t
6 8-5-3-2-2t 20t
4 8-6-3-2-2-lt 22t
Jefferson Davis:
4 7-5-3-2 17
Welsh 3 7-5-3 15
Elton 4 8-4 12
7-5-3 15
Calcasieu:
5 7-5-3 15
2 10-2-2-1 15
Other points 8-4-3 15
Allen:
Kinder 1 7-5-3 15
Includes mill warehouses. fWith insurance.
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A rate generally satisfactory to both farmers and warehouse operators
appeared to be the charge of 7-5-3 cents, without insurance, prevailing
throughout Jefferson Davis Parish. In Calcasieu Parish, rates of 8-4-3
cents amounted to the same season charge. In these areas a considerable
volume of warehouse capacity is free of mill control, and charges are ad-
justed to maintain independent operation.
From this analysis, it appears that farmers in Louisiana pay reason^
able storage charges on rough rice. Any complete estimate of operation,
maintenance, and capital costs for moderate-sized rice warehouses with
about 30,000 bags capacity indicates that a minimum revenue of at least
10 cents a bag on full capacity is necessary to meet expenses. Much Lou-
isiana rice moves through warehouses on a one-month charge below 10
cents, while total season charges do not greatly exceed this figure.
Rice warehouse operators in Louisiana offer a minimum of services in
handling the rice crop and in aiding farmers to sell their rice. If more
services were offered, charges would probably have to be raised. Since
Louisiana farmers do not demand much marketing service from ware-
housemen, and since mill storage is attractive to farmers wishing to avoid
storage charges, independent rice operators do not find warehousing a
very thriving business except in isolated localities or when associated
with other activities in milling, merchandising, irrigation, or financing.
Storage on Farms
County agents estimate that less than 5 per cent of all rice farmers own
facilities for storing rice on their farms, although the requirements are
simple and the necessary investment is small. In recent years, however,
there has been a tendency toward construction of storage facilities on the
larger rice farms. A survey of 38 farmers utilizing farm warehouses in
1940-41 revealed that their average total acreage available for rice ap-
proached 600 acres, and that an average of 288 acres of rice was planted
in the preceding year. Apparently a large rice acreage is necessary to jus-
tify the trouble and expense of a farm building suitable for rice storage.
The 38 farm warehouses averaged 3,360 bags in capacity, ranging from
1,575 bags on the smallest farms to 5,100 bags on the largest farms.
Of 40 separate structures, 21 were built of wood frame with galvanized
iron roofing, 18 were frame with galvanized iron sides, and only one was
a structure constructed entirely from lumber. Six of the structures were
converted barns and four were buildings constructed many years ago.
For 30 rice warehouses constructed in recent years, the average cost to the
farmer was |827. The cost varied with capacity, ranging from $223 for
four small warehouses to 1 1,340 for five warehouses with capacities of
over 5,000 bags. Usually the farmer furnished most of the labor himself,
so that construction costs involved principally the purchase of materials.
Costs of maintenance are very low, and a farmer who saves 10 cents a
bag when storing 3,000 or more bags of rice soon pays for the materials
and receives a substantial return for his labor in constructing the build-
ing. Although there is cost for hiring labor to stack rice in the farm ware-
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house, the farmers estimated that the saving in cost for hauling to public
storage equaled this cost for additional harvest labor. The farmers were
unanimous in their opinion that their farm warehouses were profitable
investments, even at the high construction prices and low public storage
rates of 1940-41.
Rice in farm warehouses is usually sold f. o. b. farm, since good roads
in the area make farm warehouses as accessible as storage facilities in
town. Although storage on farms thus appears to have few disadvan-
tages, it is unlikely that the practice will have more than limited expan-
sion in the future. Three principal factors operate as retarding influ-
ences. Small farms producing less than 1,000 bags are most numerous in
the Louisiana rice area, and the amount of saving is not highly attractive
when combined with possible difficulties in marketing small lots at the
farm. Further, credit arrangements with farmers draw much rice into
public warehouses, either through credit advances from the warehouse
operator or through the need for negotiable warehouse receipts. Finally,
the present low charges at public warehouses and the mill practice of
waiving storage charges will cause most farmers to persist in traditional
storage practices.
PROBLEMS IN RICE MILLING
One of the most striking characteristics of rough rice marketing is the
scarcity of middlemen. Rice moves from the farmer direct to the mills,
and from the processor through brokers to wholesale or export markets.
Direct marketing has frequently been advocated as a desirable procedure
in selling agricultural products, but problems caused by this mechanism
are unusually evident in the rice trade. Although the presence of middle-
men in a market spreads the farmer and consumer farther apart, ordi-
narily this spread results in distribution of speculative risks. In rough
rice marketing, the absence of middlemen means that rice growers must
carry all speculative risks not assumed by the mills. Since rice milling
concerns ordinarily are better acquainted with market conditions, farm-
ers must usually assume speculative risks when these risks are most dan-
gerous, since there are no other speculative operators in the market to
relieve the presure.
In recent years retail outlets have tended more and more to maintain
their stocks of rice on a narrow basis, relying on the mills to make re-
placements quickly available. This increases still further the speculative
risks on the mills and on the farmers. When the wholesale market is in-
active, farmers may be unable to find any market for rough rice, since
mills are reluctant to buy on any basis when market trends look unfavor-
able.
Estimating Rough Rice Value
With this speculative element affecting each sale of rough rice and
without official market price quotations or objective grade standards,
rough rice marketing is largely a "higgling" transaction between the
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farmer and salaried or commission buyers representing the rice mills. In
purchasing rough rice, the common practice among all buyers is to draw
a representative sample from the bags in each lot. A lot of rough rice
may include all of a farmer's rice of one variety, or, if there are distinct
differences in the quality of rice between different fields, the rice from
one farm may be divided into several lots.
A portion of the sample is "rubbed" or "shelled" in order to remove
the hulls. This operation is carried out more or less thoroughly depend-
ing on the attitude of the buyer and the difficulty in evaluating the rice.
The rice is usually rubbed with a block on a rough board or stone, the
object being to apply sufficient pressure and friction to judge the effect
of milling machinery. The rubbing process removes the hulls and part
of the bran, and the proportion of whole and broken kernels in the sam-
ple provides an estimate of the yield of whole (head) rice and total yield
of rice products (whole and broken kernels) in a barrel of rough rice.
For example, after rubbing a sample of Blue Rose, a buyer may estimate
that 94 pounds of head rice and 110 pounds of total rice products will be
secured from 162 pounds of rough rice. This estimate of yield is the
most important factor influencing the value of a lot of rough rice.
Other factors estimated by the buyer are the moisture content and the
general appearance of the rice, with particular attention to red rice, weed
seeds, and damaged kernels. A portion of the rice is weighed in a small
cup to determine the weight per bushel. Other factors being equal, the
total yield of milled rice products will be greatest for heavy rice, since
there will be a lower weight in hulls and trash after milling.
This system of selling rice has been established by traditional practice
in the rice industry. Although many improvements have been advocated
in the past two decades, and some changes have been achieved, there is
still room for the adoption of devices to improve the handling of rough
rice between the farmer and the mill or to improve the bargaining power
of farmers. Some marketing improvements are hindered by technological
difficulties—for example, bulk handling of rice in Louisiana requires the
development of adequate rice drying methods. A market news service
was established in 1928 but more effective distribution of current situa-
tions to farmers is a problem still to be solved. Rough rice grades were
developed by the federal government in 1927, but have found no general
use in the industry. Centralized selling, a device which would eliminate
the expense of individual negotiation between each farmer and the mills,
has been advocated but adopted in Louisiana only by those farmers who
sell through the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association.
Nature of Rice Milling
The prime object in milling rice is to remove the hull and bran while
preserving as many as possible of the kernels as whole grains. Brown
rice, containing the germ and layers of bran, is distributed on a limited
scale, but has no general demand nor is its keeping quality very good, as
it becomes rancid. The usual product entering trade channels is milled
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rice, graded as to color, quality, and percentage of broken kernels, with
a high polish and frequently a coating of glucose and talc imparted to
the better grades of whole head rice. Broken rice is separated into three
classes. The largest broken particles are termed second head rice; the
next largest particles are screenings; and the smallest particles are brew-
ers' rice.
Milled Rice Outturn
Although mills differ somewhat in the amount of each of the various
products obtained from rough rice, in general about 68 per cent of the
weight of rough rice is recovered in whole and broken rice, about 30 per
cent as by-products including hulls, bran, and polish, and the remaining
2 per cent disappears in debris and invisible waste. Although milled rice
TABLE 9. Estimated Proportion of Various Products Out-turned from Rough Rice
IN the Milling Process, by Weight and Value.
Rice products Percentage of Percentage of
total weight market value
Per cent Per cent
Milled rice:
57.0 82.8
3.5 4.0
6.0 5.9
2.0 1.8
Total milled rice 68.5 94.5
By-products
:
Polish 2.0 0.8
8.5 2.6
Hulls 20.0 2.1
Total by-products 30.5 5.5
1.0 0.0
100.0 100.0
Source : From data furnished by the Rice Millers' Association.
products are only 68 per cent of the rough rice weight, it is estimated that
whole and broken rice accounts for 94 per cent of the total value of rice
products. Head rice alone generally contributes about 83 per cent of the
total value of rice products. By-products, making up 30 per cent of the
weight of rough rice, yield only about 6 per cent of the total value.
Development of Milling Industry
The first rice mills in Louisiana were built in New Orleans during and
shortly after the War Between the States, when the river area was be-
coming an important center of rice production. Until the decade of 1900-
1910, New Orleans was the principal rice milling center of the nation.
By 1900, rice production was booming in the southwest prairie section of
Louisiana and numerous mills were constructed in the new area. By 1910
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there were 35 or 40 mills in southwest Louisiana, most
of them poorly
financed and managed by promoters inexperienced in the rice business.
Many went into bankruptcy soon after construction, causing considerable
loss to farmers who had subscribed to stock.
During the 1940-41 season, 34 fully equipped rice mills operated in
Louisiana. In addition, three large huller mills doing business on a
broad scale were in operation. Five mills which were fully equipped for
operation were idle, either shut down temporarily for repairs or because
of financial difficulties. Small huller mills also operated in most
of the
towns scattered through the rice area, but their operations were not sig-
nificant except in hulling rice for local use.
Each dot represents one mill (huller
mills not included).
FIGURE 10. Location of Rice Mills Operating in Louisiana During
1940-41 Milling Season.
Capacity of Milling Centers
As shown in figure 10, 26 of the 34 mills active in 1940-41 were located
within the southwest Louisiana rice producing area. Two mills were
operating at New Iberia in the Teche rice area, one at Baton Rouge and
five at New Orleans.
Crowley is the principal rice milling center in Louisiana and in the
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United States. Ten mills were operating there in 1940-41, with another
large mill temporarily idle. The total capacity of the ten active mills,
measured in barrels of rough rice per hour, was 900 barrels, or 28.5 per
cent of the total estimated active capacity of 3,160 barrels per hour in
Louisiana. New Orleans is the second most important Louisiana milling
center, with five mills and a capacity in 1940-41 of approximately 550 bar-
rels per hour, or 17.4 per cent of the total capacity. Together these two
cities had 45.9 per cent of the milling capacity in 1940-41.
The most important of the other milling points in 1940-41 were Kap-
lan, 340 barrels per hour; Lake Charles, 320 barrels; and Rayne, 250
barrels. Five cities thus accounted for 75 per cent of the milling capacity
of the state, with the remaining 25 per cent scattered among ten different
milling points.
TABLE 10. Number of Active Mills and Their Rough Rice Capacity, by Milling
Points, in Louisiana, 1940-41, 34 Mills.*
Milling Point Number of
mills
Total barrels
per hour
Percentage of
total capacity
Number Barrels Per cent
Crowley 10 SOO 28.5
New Orleans 5 550 17.4
Kaplan 3 340 10.8
Lake Charles 2 320 10.1
Rayne 2 250 7.9
1 150 4.7
1 125 4.0
Mermentau 2 120 3.8
Gueydan 1 SO 2.9
New Iberia 2 85 2.7
Baton Rouge 1 80 2.5
Lake Arthur 1 50 1.6
1 40 1.3
Estherwood 1 30 0.9
Hayes 1 30 0.9
All mills 34 3,160 100.0
*Excludes three large huller mills processing and distributing rice in interstate trade. Three impor-
tant mills did not operate during 1940-41, and one new mill was constructed during the summer of 1941.
The total 1940-41 capacity of 3,160 barrels per hour in the large mills,
which excludes idle mills and all huller mills, demonstrates the large
excess capacity existing in the Louisiana rice milling industry. The 34
mills, operating only 8 hours a day, could mill a 5-million-barrel Louis-
iana rice crop in 198 days, or about seven months. Since the mills ordi-
narily work longer hours or double shifts during the harvest season and
whenever the rice market is active, their effective capacity greatly reduces
this period during which all mills can operate on the Louisiana rice
crop. If all Louisiana mills operated 24 hours a day, and mills tempo-
rarily idle were utilized, a Louisiana rice crop could be milled in less than
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100 days.^ Excess capacity in the industry is
permanently maintamed by
the fact that entry into small-scale rice milling
involves little capital m-
vestment. Any attempt to diminish competition among the
large rice
mills is followed by the entry of numerous small operators
into the bus-
This condition of excess capacity is highly important in
its effect on
the economics of rough rice marketing. Most mills attempt
to mill as
lar^e a volume as possible in order to reduce overhead costs
to a mini-
mum, and consequently competition between mills is very
bitter both in
buying rough rice and in selling milled rice. This struggle for
utilization
of excess capacity tends to maintain a competitive market
for rough rice.
It also leads to frequent disputes with rail carriers in
which each Louis-
iana rice mill seeks to secure a rough and milled rice rate structure
which
will enable it to utilize its capacity more effectively.
Size of Mills
About a third of the mills operating in Louisiana in 1940-41
had ca-
pacities in excess of 100 barrels of rough rice per hour.
About halt o
The total number could mill between 20 and 60 barrels per
hour. Small
TABLE 11. Milling Capacities of 34 Mills Operating in Louisiana
During 1940-41
Capacity in barrels
PER HOUR
20- 40..
41 - 60.
.
61- 80..
81 - 100. .
101 - 120.
.
121 - 140.
141 - 160.
.
161 - 180.
181 - 200.
.
201 - over
Number
of mills
All mills.
Number
9
6
2
6
0
4
3
0
2
2
Total
capacity
34
Barrels
310
325
150
560
505
450
400
460
Percentage of
total capacity
3,160
Per cent
9.8
10.3
^
4.7*
17.7
16.0
14.2
12.7
14.6
100.0
mills are thus most numerous, and units built in recent
years indicate a
trend toward smaller operating units in the industry.
In spite of this
trend, however, large mills are still the dominating
influence m the in
dustry. The four largest mills had 27 per cent of the ^ourXy
l^i^AX
capacity operating in the state, and the II largest mills had 57
per cent of
the total. One large milling company, operating five large
Lomsi-
ana controlled over 26 per cent of the milling
capacity active m 1940-41.
In purchasing Louisiana rice, local mills do not face
serious competi-
4 This excess capacity is not peculiar to Louisiana, but is
found also in Texas and
Arkansa and Dolglas, in Arkansas Bulletin No. 355,
Storage and Transpor atwn
Hrftam "«i "estimai that Arkansas mills could process the Arkansas
crop m less
than 100 24-hour days.
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tion from out-of-state mills. The freight rate structure tends to keep Ar-
kansas and Texas mills in their own localities. Data compiled by the
Agricultural Marketing Service indicate that Louisiana mills, including
huller mills, process about 91 per cent of the Louisiana crop, with about
2 per cent going to Texas and Memphis mills, and the remaining 7 per
cent used for feed, seed, and carryover on Louisiana farms. Each interior
Louisiana rice mill buys most of its rice within the immediate vicinity of
the mill, although large mills may buy throughout the belt when they
wish immediate supplies.
Milling Costs
Most fully equipped mills estimate that their average cost for milling
rice is approximately 60 cents plus the value of by-products. Examina-
tion of confidential cost data indicates that about 41 per cent of the total
milling costs per barrel are costs varying directly with the amount of rice
processed, while 59 per cent are overhead and selling costs for the main-
tenance of the mill and its buying and selling services. Direct costs are
principally labor and sacks, while brokerage and salaries account for most
of the overhead and selling costs. Altogether, direct costs for labor and
sacks and indirect costs for brokerage, salaries, and interest account for
about 44 cents of the usually estimated 60 cents in total estimated milling
costs per barrel of rough rice. Mill supplies, fuel, taxes, office expense,
telephone and telegraph, insurance, and profit must come out of the re-
maining 16 cents plus the value of by-products.
Speculation in Inventories
Thus, with heavy overhead and selling costs, with excess capacity, with
easy entry into the industry, and with a narrow milling margin, a rice
miller is forced to look to shrewd buying and selling for his major milling
profits. Indeed, it may be said that profit in rice milling is based more on
purchasing and selling efficiency than on milling efficiency. The specula-
tive risk is great, since a relatively small decline in rice prices quickly
wipes out any profit margin on rice inventories held by a mill, with the
converse true for increases in prices. When there is a rising trend in the
market, most mills build up as large an inventory as possible, being
limited only by storage and financial capacity. On a declining market,
the mills operate on a hand-to-mouth basis and will buy ahead only at
a substantial discount under current milled rice-rough rice price relation-
ships. Consequently, the rough rice market goes through periods of ex-
treme activity and extreme dullness.
Rice mills occasionally sell rice "short," that is, they make sales of
milled rice for future delivery before they have purchased rough rice to
cover the sale. This speculative practice is avoided by conservative opera-
tors, but is nevertheless an important factor in mill operation. Naturally,
short sales are most prevalent when the rough rice market is declining.
Although there is nothing inherently damaging to farmers when a mill
is "short" as compared to "long," i.e., when large inventories of rough
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rice are carried at the milli farmers generally feel that millers use "short"
sales intentionally to force prices down. Since "short" sales are usually
associated with a declining market, and since rumors of "short" sales are
a depressing influence on an indeterminate market, such operations have
earned a bad reputation in the rice trade. '
When commodities are sold on organized future exchanges, the pro-
cessors are able to escape inventory speculation by hedging their purchases
of rough rice and sales of milled rice. Shortly after World War I, the
Rice Millers' Association made efforts to establish organized spot and
future trading in both rough and milled rice at New Orleans. On No-
vember 5, 1923, the New Orleans Rice Clearing Association opened a rice
futures market under the auspices of the Louisiana Sugar and Rice
Exchange. This market had for its avowed objectives the stabilization of
the rice industry, the provision of hedges for both growers and millers,
the provision of a market for purchase of future rough and milled rice
requirements, and the attraction of speculators to carry the marketing
risks.
For several years, an effort was made to maintain daily quotations on
rough and milled rice, both spot and in twelve future months. Gradually,
since these quotations would remain nominal for days and even weeks at
a time, interest in support of the market lagged. Trading, never large,
dropped to practically nothing within several years of its inception. The
lack of objective grades, direct nature of trading between farmers and
millers, extreme quality variability in deliveries on future contracts, and
uncertain market liquidity effectively prevented hedging operations. By
1927 all futures trading had ceased, with the general cause of its failure
ascribed by a prominent official to the fact that the rice industry was too
narrow to maintain a successful futures board.
Influence of Freight Rate Structures
Since efficiency in purchasing rough rice and in selling milled rice is
thus the dominant influence on success in rice milling, the location of a
mill in regard to freight rate charges is of vital importance. Although
milled rice is ordinarily sold in Louisiana f.o.b. mill, a guaranteed
freight rate is frequently quoted in order to give the buyer a definite
delivered price. The principal difficulties with rate structures are experi-
enced by mills outside the producing area, particularly in New Orleans,
since here the proportionate relationship between rough and milled rice
rates determines competitive efficiency in buying and selling as compared
to mills within the producing area. Each mill seeks a rate structure that
will permit it to buy rough rice in as wide an area as possible while at the
same time retaining such rates which will keep other mills out of both
its local source of supply and its milled rice markets.
In general, present rate structures are such that long hauls of rough
rice to mills outside the producing area are discouraged. In addition, the
use of trucks in hauling rough rice to interior mills gives the latter a
moderate buying advantage. Although small mills located in the produc-
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ing areas thus have a buying advantage, they have a disadvantage in
maintaining extensive selling connections. This explains the organization
characteristics of several large milling concerns which sell milled rice
from a single office controlling the sales of several plants scattered through
the rice areas.
COOPERATIVE MARKETING
The most permanent, and perhaps most effective, market improve-
ments so far achieved in the rice industry have resulted from cooperative
marketing associations among rice farmers. The rice industry is localized,
with relatively large production units and progressive farmers, and has
therefor afforded an unusual opportunity for the development of coop-
erative marketing.
Cooperative marketing facilities now available to Louisiana farmers
are furnished by the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association,
which operates in both Texas and Louisiana.^ This association was estab-
lished in 1928 as a reorganization of the American Rice Growers' Asso-
ciation, which had operated in the southern rice area since 1921. Other
cooperative associations that have been active in the Louisiana rice area
include the Southern Rice Growers' Association from 1911 to 1920, and
two Farm Bureau associations during the 1920-1930 decade. The present
association has been more successful than any preceding organizations
in Louisiana.
TABLE 12. Total Barrels of Rough Rice Handled by the American Rice Growers'
Cooperative Association, 1928-1941.
Year
Total
No.
districts
Total
barrels
sold
Louisiana Texas Arkansas
No. dis-
tricts
Barrels
sold
No. dis-
tricts
Barrels
sold
No. dis-
tricts
Barrels
sold
Number Barrels Number Barrels Number Barrels Number Barrels
1928-29 6 1,172,362
1,471,826
2,081,616
3 363,700
503,688
706,313
3 808,662 0
1929-30 12
14
7 5 968,138 0
1930-31 7 6 1,336,233 39,070
1931-32 13 2,070,678 6 528,277 6 1,520,912 21,489
1932-33 15 2,010,518* 8 431,777 6 1,315,701 13,040
1933-34 13
12
1,930,671*
2,075,206
7 529,640
840,825
6 1,009,018
1934-35 6 . 5 1,185,219 49,162
1935-36 13 2,091,014 6 655,359 5 1,406,386 29,269
1936-37 13 2,335,765 6 737,651 6 1,578,669 19,445
1937-38.
.
14 2,565,197t 6 644,639 7 1,523,383 160,175
1938-39 \ . . 14 2,730,046 6 631,252 7 2,017,356 81,438
1939-40 15
15
2,588,542
2,719,437
6 578,793
540,301
9 2,009,749 0
1940-41 6 9 2,179,136 0
*Includes estimates of unreported sales not included in state totals.
tincludes 237,000 barrels unsold on June 1, 1938, not included in state totals.
Source: Files of American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association, Lake Charles, Louisiana.
5 Operations in Arkansas have been discontinued, since the Arkansas Rice Growers'
Cooperative Association offers cooperative services in that area.
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Organization Characteristics
The American Rice Growers' Cooperative Association is organized as
a loosely federated group of local cooperative marketing agencies, with a
central office providing those market services which are more efficiently
performed on a large scale. Local districts are self-controlled cooperative
units with a local board of directors elected by the grower-members, and
each district maintains a sales office, manager, and samplers. Each local
district is represented on a central association board of directors, with
directors allocated on the basis of one to each 100,000 barrels handled, or
fraction thereof. This central board of directors conducts the affairs of
the central association, which from a main office in Lake Charles,
Louisiana, coordinates the activities of the district associations, supervises
operations for unincorporated districts, and maintains a market news
service and a grading office servicing all the districts. Except for matters
of general policy, the local districts are autonomous units and the central
association does not exert rigid control over their activities.
Number of District Cooperatives
The number of local districts operating under the American Rice
Growers' Cooperative Association has varied between 6 and 15 during
the 13 years between 1928 and 1941. In the initial marketing season of
1928-29, two districts operated in Texas and four in Louisiana. In later
years, additional districts were organized in both of these states, and one
in Arkansas. The Arkansas district discontinued operation after the
1938-39 season, since sufficient volume outside of the Arkansas Rice Grow-
ers' Association was not available. In Texas and Louisiana, new districts
were established in new rice areas or large districts were broken up into
smaller districts, with occasional cessation of operations in small districts
or merger of several small neighboring districts. In general, the officers
of the cooperative regard 75,000 to 100,000 barrels as the minimum vol-
ume necessary to support a local district.
During the 1940-41 marketing season, 9 of the 15 district associations
were located in Texas and 6 in Louisiana. Although Louisiana produces
much more rice than Texas, the principal strength of the cooperative
association has always been in Texas. In the first years of operation,
about a third of the total cooperative sales were made in Louisiana and
about two-thirds in Texas, but in recent years Louisiana has furnished
only a fifth of the total volume. Slightly more than 10 per cent of Louisi-
ana rice is now marketed through district associations, while more than
half of the Texas crop is marketed by this means.
Somewhat less than 500 rice growers were formally affiliated with Lou-
isiana district associations during 1940-41.6 According to estimates of the
district managers, the Welsh district was the largest with about 110 grow-
ers, and Elton and Iowa served 72 and 40 growers, respectively. The
Holmwood and Kaplan districts are selling agencies maintained by large
6 In the 1940 Census of Agriculture, the number of rice farms reported in Louisiana
was 5,835.
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irrigation and land companies which pay the central association fee in
order to obtain the market news service and other facilities of the central
association. The number of growers formally affiliated with the district
associations, however, does not indicate accurately the number of farmers
whose rice is handled by cooperative methods. A large landowner may
sell the rice of numerous tenant farmers through the association, or rice
in which several persons have interests may be sold as a single lot.
Method of Financing
Since the volume of rice handled is more important to the financial
success of the association than number of members, efforts to increase
the efficiency of operation have centered on increasing the volume of rice
in membership contracts rather than the number of members. In general,
members of both the Louisiana and Texas district associations are large
growers of rice, since careful marketing increases in significance to an
individual as his quantity to be sold becomes larger. Although the col-
lective gains of small operators from careful marketing could be large,
small operators usually are not disposed to incur the expense and trouble
involved in sampling, grading, and centralized marketing in face of the
relatively small individual gains on their lots of rice.
The principal source of revenue for both the local districts and the
central association is the commission collected on each barrel of rice
marketed. The central association collects 2 cents per barrel while the
fee collected by the local districts varies from 3 to 8 cents according to
the policy of the local association. All Louisiana districts charged 4 cents
a barrel during 1940-41, which added to the 2-cent central association
fee made a total charge of 6 cents a barrel for cooperative marketing
services.
Services to Members
The district associations assemble for grading samples of rice grown
by their members, and handle all the details involved in the negotiations
for sale and delivery of rough rice. The central association maintains
grading offices at Beaumont and Eagle Lake in Texas where the rice is
traded according to federal standards by association graders. The central
office at Lake Charles is concerned principally with the maintenance of
a market news service. Each district sales manager is kept informed
on
prices for rice sold in other districts, with sales being designated
by
grade, variety, and purchasing mill. The central association also dis-
tributes each week important market reports and rice statistics, with a
recapitulation of cooperative sales for the week and notes concerning the
affairs of the cooperative association and the rice industry.
Services to Rice Industry
By the above methods the American Rice Growers' Cooperative Asso-
ciation has made available a sales agency which enables the maintenance
of competition and thereby enforces a reasonable efficient selling structure
f6r all rice growers, whether members or non-members. Probably just as
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important, however, has been the service which the cooperative has ren-
dered as an instrument for presenting the growers' point of view in the
extensive government legislation affecting agriculture during the past
decade. The central association officers were influential in abolishing
the ill-advised marketing agreement of 1933 and 1934, in establishing
the processing tax program of 1935, in gaining important concessions for
rice growers in recent Agricultural Adjustment Act revisions, and in
making direct appropriations for and in encouraging industry action in
trade negotiations, advertising programs, and rice research. All rice
growers have evidently gained by these activities, regardless of their
affiliation with the association. Without the cooperative association as
an effective and active agent in national affairs the economic situation
for all rice growers would undoubtedly have been much less favorable
during the past decade.
A POSITIVE PROGRAM
The principal requirements of a suitable marketing structure, from a
farmer's point of view, are these: (1) that necessary services be per-
formed as efficiently and cheaply as possible, (2) that the farmers know
their product and market situation sufficiently well, and have financial
support sufficiently strong, to place them in an adequate bargaining
position, and (3) that competition be enforced among the business enter-
prises through which the product moves to the consumer. Present rough
rice marketing practice indicates that these requirements would be better
satisfied, respectively, if: (1) bulk handling and centralized selling were
used to reduce necessary costs for storage, transportation, handling, and
assembling, (2) market news service, rough rice grade knowledge, and
independent credit standing were utilized by all farmers to increase their
bargaining strength, and (3) competition among millers and buyers
were enforced by farm organizations constantly on guard against monopo-
listic practices wherever they might occur.
Several broad difficulties in the Louisiana rice industry retard the de-
^
velopment of improved marketing practices. The highly speculative and
competitive nature of the milling industry, leading to cut-throat compe-
tition and to unstable attempts at monopolistic practice, has created an
atmosphere of suspicion under which each miller and each farmer trusts
only his personal attention in bargaining for rice. Furthermore, the inter-
locking of mills and irrigation companies with rice farmers through
credit, storage, or direct participation in making a rice crop makes inde-
pendent bargaining difficult to establish. Finally, improved marketing
practices can secure no more than a fair competitive value for rice, so
that the direct comparative value of a better marketing structure can not
always be observed, particularly in years when an advancing market puts
all farmers in a strong bargaining position. The numerous small rice
growers in Louisiana are usually more interested in short-run immediate
gains than in the improvement of the long-run economic situation in
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rice marketing. The good to be accomplished by an improved marketing
structure is usually evident only when prices are weak or declining, but
the structure must be improved during prosperous periods so that it will
have strength to endure when farmers are most in need of help.
Marketing Between Farmers and Millers
If costs incurred in assembling rice at the mills could be reduced,
farmers would gain either from their own savings or from the higher
prices paid by the millers. Marketing costs intervening between the farm
and the mill include those for transportation, storage, insurance, pur-
chasing, and assembling rough rice. To reduce these costs to a minimum,
it is essential that competition be maintained among agencies supplying
all marketing services, that accurate market news and quality differentials
become general knowledge, that farmers and millers act to reduce costly
methods of purchasing rice, and that handling costs be reduced by
adoption of technical improvements.
To make such improvements, the following steps are essential:
1. Bulk handling and storage of rice should be encouraged where
possible. This requires further experimentation in methods of drying
and handling rice, perhaps with a different approach from past prac-
tices in adapting methods used for other gains.
2. The sale of rice through bids on samples at centrally located sales
offices should be encouraged, in order to reduce the cost of expensive
buying practices and to promote competitive evaluation of rice.
3. During the months of heavy rice marketing, a state agency should
assemble daily reports on rice sales and arrange for a brief current
market report through radio stations at Lake Charles and Lafayette.
4. The Extension Service should educate farmers on the principles
and uses of rough rice grades, not as a specific grade to price differen-
tials, but to enable them to utilize market information and to promote
competition in growing the best quality of product.
5. In general, Louisiana rice farmers should be convinced that im-
proved marketing requires first of all independent control of rice until
time of sale and thorough knowledge of both rough and milled rice
markets. Improved marketing can not be secured to any major extent
by reforming mill practices. Most mill practices result from a struggle
for survival in a competitive system, and the maintenance of compe-
tition between mills is highly desirable.
6. Independent control of rice requires, first of all, that farmers
finance their rice production and storage through agencies not inter-
'
ested in controlling rice for profit from private storage or from milling.
The substantial improvements so far made in the credit situation by
the Production Credit Associations should be continued and consid-
erably extended.
7. Cooperative storage and marketing are useful in achieving inde-
pendent control of rice and in promoting competitive buying for both
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members and non-members. Policies of the Production Credit Associa-
tion and the Bank for Cooperatives should be interrelated so that indi-
vidual farmers, financed in producing the crop by an agency not inter-
ested in storing or milling the rice, will find it possible to join in
cooperative enterprises in storing and marketing the crop.
Efficiency in Milling and in Milled Rice Distribution
Farmers will also gain if the processing margin between rough rice and
milled rice can be reduced. For the rice milling industry as a whole, the
available evidence indicates that intense competition keeps milling
profits, in the long run, at a reasonable level, so that farmers can not seek
greater returns by a reduction of mill profits. Reduction in the milling
margin can be achieved only by technological or organizational improve-
ments to secure greater milling efficiency, by reduction of speculative risks
in rice milling through market stabilization, by more profitable utiliza-
tion of by-products, and by promotion of increased demand for rice in
both the domestic and foreign markets.
These principles suggest the following policies:
1 . So long as excess capacity and bitter competition are prevalent in
the Louisiana rice milling industry, farmers should not attempt coop-
erative milling since greater gains are to be realized by taking ad-
vantage of the competitive struggle among mills. Cooperative mills
should be regarded only as a tool to enforce competition, along with
state and federal legislation against restraint of trade.
2. Practices of mills designed to meet competitive demands, such as
the mixing of various grades and varieties of rice, should be eliminated
primarily by stimulation of consumer demand for better grades of rice.
Some mixing of rice will probably always be essential in meeting price
requirements in a competitive industry.
3. The rice industry, assisted by public agencies where needed,
should encourage research into more profitable utilization of rice by-
products in both human and animal nutrition and in industrial fields.
Studies of milled rice distribution and preferences in specific localities
in the United States are needed as a basis for development of a pro-
gram to increase domestic rice consumption.
4. The rice industry should take advantage of the inelastic domestic
demand for rice by limiting supplies in the domestic market. This
requires federal aid in the establishment of appropriate tax measures,
tariff preferences, or favorable quotas, particularly in regard to the
Cuban market.
5. Louisiana farm groups should exert pressure in freight rate liti-
gation to insure the maintenance of a rate structure that will permit
the maximum number of mills to buy rice throughout the Louisiana
growing area and prevent so far as possible the purchase of rough rice
in other areas by Louisiana mills.
6. Technological advances in milling will become more significant
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if the rice market can be stabilized so that the speculative factor in
milling can be reduced in importance. In the meantime, all mills as a
group, aided by public agencies, should sponsor experiments to secure
greater technical efficiency in the milling of rice.
Efficiency in commodity marketing is difficult to secure, since in many
cases efficiency is difficult to define. Practices which appear unduly expen-
sive are often based on physical peculiarities of the commodity or on
psychological reactions of the individuals concerned. Inefficient -market-
ing can endure only if efficient competitors are eliminated by monopo-
listic enterprises or by the prejudices of producers or consumers. Conse-
quently, recommendations for the improvement of marketing seldom
meet with unanimous approval, and are often resented by those whose
vested interests or intangible values will suffer if the recommendations
TABLE 14. Acreage, Yield, Production and Farm Value of Rough Rice in
THE United States, 1909 to Date.
Year Acreage Yield Production Farm value
.
.
—-
—
1,000 acre& Bushels 1,000 bushels 1,000 dollars
662 35.6 23,586 18,758
666 37.1 24,731 16,785
636 35.6 22,662 18,257
643 36.9 23,700 22,159
722 33.5 24,210 20,824
646 36.3 23,478 21,702
740 35.5 26,107 23,656
843 46 .
9
35, 162
953 36.4 34,714 85,804
1,101 36.3 39,998 76,696
1,083 39.6 42,911 114,210
1,299 39.8 51,648 61,006
990 39.7 39,274 37,239
1,053 39.6 41,663 38,686
874 38.0 33,238 36,615
838 39.0 32,643 43,934
853 38.7 33,036 49,017
1,016 41.4 42,025 47,51^
1,027 43.3 44,497 40,413
972 45.1 43,834 39,950
860 46.0 39,534 39,474
966 46.5 44,929 35,214
965 46.2 44,613 21,642
874 47.6 41,619 17,416
798 47.2 37,651 29,248
812 48.1 39,047 30,854
817 48.3 39,452 30,479
981 50.8 49,820 41,567
1,088 49.1 53,372 35,132
1,076 48.8 52,506 33,714
1,040 51.7 53,722 39,095
1,069 50.9 54,433 44,208
1,245 43.4 54,028 63,997
*Preliminary.
Source: Compiled from data of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics by the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, Southern Division.
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are adopted. It is believed, however, that the recommendations here
presented, as based on the preceding analysis, are sufficiently justified to
warrant general acceptance by persons concerned in rice production and
distribution.
TABLE 15. Acreage of Rough Rice Harvested in the United States,
BY States, 1909 to Date.
Year N. C. Mo- s. c. Ga. Fla. Ark. La. Texas Calif. U. S.
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1.000 1,000 1,000
acres acres acres acres acres acres acres acres acres acres
1909. .
.
1 19 6 1 27 370 238 662
1910. . 19 6 1 60 360 220 666
1911 . . 14 4 1 72 350 195 636
1912. .
.
12 3 1 91 315 220 1 643
1913. . 8 2 1 105 350 250 6 722
1914. . 12 5 1 93 320 200 15 640
1915. . 7 4 1 100 335 213 30 740
1916.
. 7 4 1 125 435 212 59 843
1917. . 6 4 2 152 485 216 88 953
1918. . 9 5 2 170 565 230 120 1,101
1919.
. 7 4 2 160 543 212 155 1,083
1920. . 180 676 261 162 1,299
1921 . . 140 549 166 135 990
1922. . 163 555 195 140 1,053
1923. . 143 474 151 106 874
1924. . 1 166 430 151 90 838
1925. . 4 176 414 156 103 853
1926. . 10 196 492 169 149 1,016
1927. . 3 179 520 165 160 1,027
1928. . 10 173 495 162 132 972
1929. . 156 465 144 95 860
1930. . 173 491 192 110 966
1931. . 177 458 205 125 965
1932. . 163 415 186 110 874
1933. . 147 395 148 108 798
1934. . 141 415 143 108 812
1935. . 138 412 167 100 817
1936.
. 160 479 204 138 981
1937.
. 189 517 250 132 1,088
1938. .
.
189 494 268 125 1,076
1939. . 171 480 269 120 1,040
1940. . 191 469 291 118 1,069
1941*. 214 538 340 153 1,245
*PreIiminary
Source Compiled from data of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics by the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, Southern Division.
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TABLE 16. Production of Rough Rice in the United States,
BY States, 1909 to Date.
1 EAK NT C"In . Mo s. c. Ga. Fla. Ark. La. Texas Calif. U. S.
1 000 1 000 1 000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
bu bu. bu. bu. bu. bu. bu. bu. bu. bu.
1 QfVQlyuy . .
.
22 528 139 20 1 ,264 12,617 8,996 23,586
lyiu . . 522 139 21 2,700 13,320 8,030 24,731
1 Q1 1lyii . . 161 80 20 3,168 11,725 7,508 22,662
1912 276 66 21 3,958 11,182 8,140 57 23,700
1 Q1 Qlyio . . 176 44 20 4,410 11,200 8,000 360 24,210
1 Q1 /Iiyi4 . .
.
276 112 18 3,952 11,520 6,700 900 23 , 478
1915 . . 147 88 18 4,600 12,898 6,496 1,860 26,107
iyib . . 150 80 18 6,312 20,010 9,434 3,540 39,544
1917 . . 123 88 38 6,916 16,005 6,264 5,280 34,714
1 Q1 Qlyio . . 166 88 34 7, 140 18,080 7,590 6,900 39,998
1 Q1 Q 131 58 33 7,600 19,005 6,784 9,300 42,911
iy^u . . 8,820 25,012 9,554 8,262 51,648
^ Q01 7,490 18,501 5,993 7,290 39,274
ly^z . .
.
7,824 19,314 6,825 7,700 41,665
ly^so . . . 5,648 15,879 6,040 5,671 33,238
1924 . . ou 7 , 138 15,050 6,040 4 , 365 32,643
1 Qoc:lyzo . . ouu 7,568 14, 159 6,209 4,800 33,036
1 QOAlyzD . . 610 10,349 16,236 6,844 7,986 42,025
1927 . . vc;/ o 7,697 19,812 7,953 8,960 44,497
lyzo . .
.
8,287 18,860 8,116 8,171 43,834
lyzy . . 7,956 18,832 7,027 5,719 39,534
1 Q^n 8,218 19, 149 10,291 7,271 44,929
lyoi . . 9,735 16,030 10 , 598 8,250 44,613
1 QQOlyoZ . . 8,313 16,392 9, 114 7,800 41,619
iyoo . . 7,203 16, 195 7,341 8,912 37,651
1 Q'iA 6,655 16,766 7,370 8,256 39,047
1935. .
.
6,072 17,296 8,684 7,400 39,452
1936. . 8,752 21,076 10,608 9,384 49,820
1937. . 10,584 20,680 13,000 9,108 53,372
1938. . 9,715 20,748 13,668 8,375 52,506
1939.
.
8,430 21,120 15,172 9,000 53,722
1940. . . 9,588 18,760 16,645 9,440 54,433
1941*. 11,342 19,906 13,600 9,180 54,028
*Preliininary
Source Compiled from data of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics by the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, Southern Division.
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